limitations are also not well described or justified. A number of references are missing the journals. The manuscript requires significant edits due to English not being the first language of the authors. This manuscript may be important to IPL in Iran; however, it does not add anything to the published literature on IPE.
-The reviewer provided a marked copy with additional comments. Please contact the publisher for full details.
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GENERAL COMMENTS
The study aimed to explore the experiences of faculty and students towards interprofessional learning. Although the methodology was well described, there was lacked of comparative analysis of the groups of participants. The identified subthemes could be more specific. Also, readiness to participate in IPE has been emerged in association with interaction and reflection subcategory and we have therefore added in our results in the text. The result section has been added as "Welcoming the opportunity for interprofessional learning may be a vital prerequisite for sustainable shared learning in the sense that it seems to facilitate interaction as well as reflection among professionals in health education. So preparedness for IPL was one of the issues brought up by some students. Some students mentioned that their engagement in IPL opportunities have been guided by a readiness to learning with other students nicely, that will make a sense to be a more effective member of a health care team, to improve their communication skills in their team, and to cause to understand patients problems." Comment 3: Moreover, the study involved a descriptive sampling design, which allows the readers to interpret the result. Authors' response: Because this was a descriptive qualitative study of experiences that explore what teachers and students think about Interprofessional learning in Iranian medical education context, so that we did not intend to make comparisons between different types of participants based on sampling design. We recruited participants with various backgrounds to get insight into a variety of experiences that influence their perception of IPL. Therefore, we did not include a comparative research question. We have, however, added part of this reasoning to the discussion section: "In addition, in this descriptive qualitative study we found experiences for differences between students due to their backgrounds. In future research, the findings with regard to gaining shared experiences and the extent to which the identified factors inhibit and motivate students could be compared for students with different background characteristics in such system." Comment 4: How the authors framed the objectives? Based on only one reference (12)? Need justification on the research question and objective. Authors' response: the importance of conducting this research refers to explore the perceptions of participants in integrated system of medical education and health care services. This has been changed in the manuscript and some other references have been added. This importance has been explained better: "Despite an extensive search of the literature, very few studies have been done in this regard in the Iranian context. Cant and colleagues mentioned that IPL should be integrated in health education in the future. So, it is time to undertake this article to explore experiences of shared learning with other professions in integrated system of medical education and healthcare services, and how faculty members and students might want to participate in IPL opportunities as a form of shared learning in such system."
REVIEWER
Comment 5: In Methods, the descriptive study has a lot of limitation. The Participants may not behave naturally when they have been asked by a known person. Who are the interviewers? Is there any researcher bias involved in this study? If yes, how the author manages this?
Authors' response: We thank the reviewer for the comment. The interviewer has not been known by interviewees. Also, using Interview guide can be helped to keep interactions with interviewees more focused, systematic and comprehensive. We believe that the interview questions in our interview guide probed into the participants' motivation and helped find answers to all the questions.
Comment 6: Though it is a qualitative study, considering the sample size are these results reliable?
With the results showed, the findings are open to interpretation. The discussion should be revised for conciseness. The limitation section is brief. There are more to add. Authors' response: I mean, it is a debatable topic in qualitative research. So as described in the method section, trustworthy findings were presented in terms of dependability and confirmability, credibility and transferability based on criteria in qualitative research and presented. The discussion and limitation section was revised. Reviewer: 2 Reviewer Name: Cynthia Selleck, Comment 1: The sample size for this qualitative study is quite small and the analysis is not well described. Discussion, conclusions and limitations are also not well described or justified. Authors' response: We have used adaptive approach means achieving saturation for sampling; so that when information of interviews was became redundant we have stopped the sampling process.
We have included examples of the steps in our data analysis in the text. We think that this is the best way of doing it. In the 'Data analysis' paragraph in the Methods section, we describe that there were two coders. We acknowledge that while using conventional content analysis for our analysis allows for a deeper understanding of participants' perception. We tried to keep this to a maximum by keeping notes, memos, which seemed relevant for understanding the experiences. The different experiences from different professions (formal or informal shared learning, clinical or tutorial joint experiences and etc.) were considered for coding. Factors identified in quotations were first categorized as key factors in such system; next was conducted to identify the factors according to the topic. Their experiences as quotation were taken care of during the data analysis and this has been described in detail. We have added that these findings were discussed and agreed upon among the research team. The discussion and limitation section was revised. Comment 2: A number of references are missing the journals. Authors' response: We thank the reviewer for the kind remarks. These s references have been revised. Comment 3: The manuscript requires significant edits due to English not being the first language of the authors. This manuscript may be important to IPL in Iran; however, it does not add anything to the published literature on IPE. Authors' response: The manuscript has been edited by a professional language editor.
Reviewer: 3 Reviewer Name: SokYing Comment 1: the study aimed to explore the experiences of faculty and students towards interprofessional learning. Although the methodology was well described, there was lacked of comparative analysis of the groups of participants. The identified subthemes could be more specific. Authors' response: We thank the reviewer for her kind comments. Because this was a descriptive qualitative study of experiences that explore what teachers and students think about Interprofessional learning in Iranian context, so that we did not intend to make comparisons between different types of participants based on sampling design. We just recruited participants with various backgrounds to get insight into a variety of experiences that influence their perception of IPL. Therefore, we did not include a comparative research question. We have, however, added part of this reasoning to the discussion section: "In addition, in this descriptive qualitative study we found experiences for differences between students due to their backgrounds. In future research, the findings with regard to gaining shared experiences and the extent to which the identified factors inhibit and motivate students could be compared for students with different background characteristics in such system."
Reviewer 4: Reviewer Name: Prof Salman Guraya I read this manuscript with great interest. Although reads well, i have the following concerns. Authors' response: We thank the reviewer for her kind comments. The interviewer has not been known by interviewees. Semi-structured interviews were conducted individually. The time and place were determined based on the participant's preference. Approximate duration of interviews was 30-50 minutes depending on the interaction between the participant and the interviewee. Furthermore, for analyzing, MKM read and reread and familiarized with the data. The first interview was coded together with a second researcher, SA. Further in the coding process, other interviews were independently coded by MKM and SA. Whenever there were disagreements in coding, these were discussed until consensus was reached. Also, we have invited an expert to check coding process. So using Interview guide can be helped to keep interactions with interviewees more focused, systematic and comprehensive, the interview guide used in the interviews with the students has been included in the manuscript. Comment 4: What system was used for the analysis of qualitative data? Authors' response: We have used conventional content analysis approach, in which coding categories were derived directly from transcribed data, was employed.
Comment 5: In conclusion, the authors have stated that undoubtedly, matching the existing educational context and structure with interprofessional learning and providing planned interaction and reflection among professionals can solve problems related to implementation of interprofessional training programs in integrated system of medical education and health care services in Iran as a developing country. How was this conclusion inferred?
